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Abstract

We develop a framework for non-asymptotic analysis of deterministic samplers used for dif-
fusion generative modeling. Several recent works have analyzed stochastic samplers using tools
like Girsanov’s theorem and a chain rule variant of the interpolation argument. Unfortunately,
these techniques give vacuous bounds when applied to deterministic samplers. We give a new
operational interpretation for deterministic sampling by showing that one step along the prob-
ability flow ODE can be expressed as two steps: 1) a restoration step that runs gradient ascent
on the conditional log-likelihood at some infinitesimally previous time, and 2) a degradation
step that runs the forward process using noise pointing back towards the current iterate. This
perspective allows us to extend denoising diffusion implicit models to general, non-linear forward
processes. We then develop the first polynomial convergence bounds for these samplers under
mild conditions on the data distribution.

1 Introduction

Diffusion models [SDWMG15, HJA20, SE19] have emerged as a powerful framework for generative
modeling. One of the core components is corrupting samples at different scales, slowly molding
the data into noise. The corruption process, also known as the forward process, can be fully
described by the intermediate distributions, {g; }sc[o 7], it defines. Diffusion models learn to revert
the forward process by approximating the score function, i.e. the gradient of the log-likelihood, of
the intermediate distributions ¢;.

Once the score function has been learned, one can generate samples by running the reverse
stochastic differential equation (SDE) associated with the forward process [And82, SSDK20]. In
practice however, one can only run a suitable discretization of the SDE, and due to the recursive
nature of the sampling procedure, the discretization error from previous steps can accumulate,
leading to sampling drift away from the true reverse process. Other sources of error come from
the approximation error in estimating the score [SHG22, HJA20, ND21] and from the starting
distribution. Controlling the propagation of errors in the reverse SDE has been studied in the
recent works of [BMR22, DBTHD21, DB22, LWYL22, LLT22a, Pid22, LLT22b, CLL22, CCL*22).

A second family of sampling methods is that of deterministic samplers. As noted in [SSDK™20],
one can derive such samplers via a deterministic ODE process, the probability flow ODE, that satis-
fies the same Fokker-Planck equation (and hence has the same marginals {¢;}) as the reverse SDE.
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A different work, DDIM [SME21], derives deterministic samplers by considering a non-Markovian
diffusion process that leads to the same training objective, but a different reverse process. The two
formulations turn out to be equivalent up to a reparametrization [SSDK™20, KAAL22]. DDIM
samplers can be interpreted as iterating a combination of two steps: a restoration step that recov-
ers some rough final reconstruction of the current iterate at time ¢, and a degradation step that
corrupts this rough estimate to time ¢t + h. This interpretation can be extended to accommodate
general linear corruption processes [ZTC22, DDT*22, BBC*22, ZTC22].

Deterministic samplers offer a number of advantages over stochastic ones. While the latter are
typically state-of-the-art for image generation, they require a large number of function evaluations
which renders them impractical for many applications. The gap between sample quality for deter-
ministic and stochastic samplers has been significantly narrowed in the recent work of [KAATL22].
Deterministic samplers are typically much faster [SME21, ND21] and also useful for computing
likelihoods [HJA20, SSDK*20]. Further, one of the most successful techniques for accelerating
diffusion models, Progressive Distillation [SH22], requires deterministic samplers. Deterministic
samplers also allow the exploration of the semantic latent space of the trained network [KJU22].

Despite their significance, there is currently limited theoretical understanding for deterministic
samplers. Specifically, there is no analysis for their non-asymptotic convergence behavior, in con-
trast to stochastic samplers. Obtaining such an analysis is challenging because Girsanov’s theorem—
the main tool for bounding the propagation of errors when implementing the reverse SDE— and
related techniques all yield vacuous bounds for deterministic samplers (see Section 5).

Our contributions are twofold. We first propose a new operational interpretation for the reverse
ODE that generalizes DDIM sampling to arbitrary, non-linear forward processes.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal, see Section 3). Denote by h the infinitesimally small step size with which
we discretize the probability flow ODE. Let ¢ € N be a parameter for which ¢ — oo and ¢h — 0.
For any forward process, running the probability flow ODFE for time h is equivalent to running the
following two steps: 1) restoring the current iterate to £h time steps in the past via a step of gradient
ascent on conditional log-likelihood, 2) degrading this by (¢ — 1)h steps by simulating the forward
process with noise pointing in the direction of the current iterate.

We then complement this new asymptotic result with a non-asymptotic proof that the sampler from
this operational interpretation converges to the true process. This yields a deterministic sampling
analogue of recent non-asymptotic analyses of stochastic samplers for diffusion models [CCLT22,
LLT22b, CLL22|:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal, see Theorem 4.1). Under mild assumptions on the smoothness of the data
distribution (in particular, the distribution can be arbitrarily non-log-concave), the deterministic
sampler arising from Theorem 1.1 generates samples for which the KL divergence with respect to
the data distribution is small provided ¢h and ¢~' are polynomially small in the dimension and
other problem-specific parameters.

As a corollary, our techniques imply that the same bounds hold for the Euler discretization of the
probability flow ODE, yielding, to our knowledge, the first non-asymptotic analysis of this sampler.

Roadmap. In Section 2 we briefly recall the forward and reverse processes in diffusion generative
modeling. In Section 3, we give our new operational interpretation for the probability flow ODE for
general, non-linear diffusions. In Section 4 we formally state our main non-asymptotic guarantee,
Theorem 4.1, and give an overview of the proof, deferring the technical details to the Appendix.
In Appendix A we motivate the choice of certain learning rate parameter that arises in Section 3.
In Appendix B we provide preliminary calculations for the proof of Theorem 4.1. In Appendix C,



we give a generic bound on the distance between two processes driven by ODEs with similar drifts,
one of which is an interpolation of a discrete-time process. Finally, in Appendix D we apply this
generic bound to our setting, bound the difference in drifts between the probability flow ODE and
our sampler, and prove Theorem 4.1.

2 Preliminaries

In this work we consider a general forward process driven by a stochastic differential equation (SDE)
of the form:
d.Z't = ft(xt) dt+g(t) th, o ~¢q, (1)

where (W) is a standard Brownian motion in R?. Let ¢; denote the law of z¢, so that gy = ¢.
Suppose we run the forward process up to a terminal time 7" > 0. Under mild conditions on
the diffusion (see e.g. [And82, F85, CCCL22]) which are satisfied by the processes we consider in
this work, there is a suitable reverse process given by an SDE such that the marginal distribution
at time ¢ is given by ¢r_;. For convenience, we will often refer to ¢r—; as ¢ .
In fact, there is an entire family of SDEs with this property. For any A > 0, consider the process
(:Ez_’)‘)OStST given by

1+ M2
doy = —{froelay ) = =5 9T =’V Ing (@ M} dt+Ag(T—)dWe , g™~ - ()
By checking the Fokker-Planck equation, one sees that the marginal distribution of azz_ A i indeed
given by ¢; .

One notable process in this family corresponds to the case of A = 0. This is a deterministic
process, denoted (z; )o<i<T, driven by the probability flow ODE [SSDK " 20].

Qo = —~{fralei) — 59T~ *Vingi (z)}dt 3)

with 25~ ~ ¢

In the diffusion model literature, there are two popular choices of forward process: the variance
exploding (VE) SDE [SSDK 20, SE19, SE20], which corresponds to fi(z;) = 0, g(t) = % for
some increasing function ¢?; and the variance preserving (VP) SDE [HJA20], which corresponds
to fi(xy) = —%ﬁtxt, g(t) = /B for some variance schedule 3;. These two choices are used in
state-of-the-art diffusion models [DN21, KSS*22] and form the backbone of systems like DALL-E
2 [RDNT22], Imagen [SCST22], and Stable Diffusion [RBL"22].

3 Operational Interpretation for the Probability Flow ODE

3.1 Warmup: linear SDEs and DDIM

We begin by recalling the interpretation of the probability flow ODE associated to the variance
exploding (VE) [SSDK"20] SDE as a denoising diffusion implicit model (DDIM) [SME21]. For
simplicity of exposition, we specialize to the case of o7 = t, which corresponds to the forward
process

d$t = th, o~ (q.
According to (3), the associated probability flow ODE is:

1

dz;” = §Vlnqz_(azf)dt, xy ~ qr, (4)



so that the marginal distribution of z;~ is ¢/~ for any 0 < ¢ < T. The perspective of DDIM offers
an interesting operational interpretation of (4). Fix some infinitesimally small step size h, and
consider the following procedure for forming x;, given z;~. We first produce an estimate for the
beginning xo of the forward process. Note that

S =xrt=xz0+eVT —t (5)

for e ~ N(0,Id), so by Tweedie’s formula [Efr11], the mean of the posterior distribution over
given z;, i.e. E[zo|z; ], is exactly:

2 £ Elaglai ] = o + (T — ) Ving ().

Starting from z and degrading it along the forward process from time 0 to time T — ¢, we would
end up with z + vy/T — t for some Gaussian noise v ~ N (0, Id).
Here is the key idea behind DDIMs: suppose we instead took ~ to be the solution to

x5 =z2+yVT —t,

i.e. suppose we took v to be the “simulated noise” that would be needed to degrade z into x;,
rather than fresh Gaussian noise.

Now imagine running the forward process to degrade z from time 0 to time T — (¢+h), but using
this simulated noise v = :f/t;;_i instead of Gaussian noise. It turns out that the resulting vector,
which we will define x;7, to be, is approximately what we would get by running the probability
flow ODE for time h starting at z;"!

Indeed, the result of degrading z in this fashion is

x5 —
x;;héz—l—\/T—(t—l—h)-\/tm

h

Observe that as h — 0, the iterate z;7, tends to x;~ + %Vln gr—+(z;). Therefore, the above
interpretation indeed recovers the probability flow ODE (4) as claimed. The above generalizes
without much difficulty to any linear diffusion [DDT 22, BBC'22].

3.2 General diffusions

Let us now consider the setting where the forward process is given by an arbitrary, possibly non-
linear diffusion as in Eq. (1) in Section 2, so that the associated probability flow ODE is given by
Eq. (3). Unfortunately, as soon as we step away from the linear setting, the operational interpre-
tation from the previous section breaks down. The key issue is that when forming our estimate z
for the beginning of the forward process, there is no longer any simple expression for the posterior
mean conditioned on z;".

Restoration operator. To get around this issue, our first insight is: instead of deriving an
estimate for the beginning of the forward process, we instead derive one for the process ¢h units
of time in the past, i.e. at time T — t — fh of the forward process. In the previous section, we
implicitly took ¢ = (T'—t)/h, but now / is a parameter that needs to be tuned. Crucially, selecting



¢ such that ¢h — 0 allows us to linearize around 7' —¢. In analogy with (5), we get the approximate
relation

vy =axp_¢ R xp_gon +lh fr_son(xr—t—on) + (T — t — @h)m - €
~ ar——gn + h fr—y(zi7) + g(T —t)VIh -«

for e ~ N(0,1d), where the approximations hold up to o(h) additive error. Rearranging, we see
that zp_;_gp, is simply zj~ — fhfr_i(z;") plus some Gaussian noise of variance ¢hg(T — t)%. So,
again by Tweedie’s formula, we find that the mean of the posterior distribution over xp_;_pp, given
x;~ is approximately

22 o — th {froi(ai) — g(T = )*VIng (x)}. (6)

Borrowing terminology from [BBC™22], we refer to the map from x;~ to z as the restoration operator.
Formally, for ¢ > s > 0, define the restoration operator R;(-) by

Ris(z) &2 — (t—8)fi(x) + (t — 5)g(t)*VIn g () (7)

so that 2 = Ry r——en(z)).

Restoration operator as gradient ascent. Here we briefly remark that there turns out to be
a different way of thinking about the restoration operator, namely as one step of gradient ascent.

Formally, given times 0 < ¢t < s, consider maximizing the conditional log-likelihood In ¢{ (- | zf7).
This is equivalent to maximizing

log () £ Ing (z7 |27 = 2) +Ing{ (). (8)

For s which is infinitesimally larger than ¢, the law of z;~ conditioned on x{~ = z is Gaussian with
mean and covariance approximately =+ fr_4(z) (t—s) and g(T' —t)?(t—s) Id. We can thus compute
the gradient of (8) to get

1
g(T —1)*(t — s)

Now consider taking a single gradient step with learning rate n starting from z;~ to get z;~ +
NV () ). In Appendix A, we show that in the special case where ¢ is Gaussian and the forward
process is Ornstein-Uhlenbeck, the correct choice of learning rate to maximize the conditional
log-likelihood with just one step of gradient ascent is

Vil (1) ~ (Id—l— (t—s) VfT_s(x)) . (xz_ —x— fr—s(x) (t — 8)) +Vings (z). (9)

n229(T —1)%-(t —s). (10)
In this case, note that
v Vg () 5 () o) — (0 S froala) froa(a)
+(t = 8)g(T = 1)V Ing{ (x7)
~ oy = (t = s) froi(af) + (¢ = s)g(T — )*VIngf (a), (11)
where in the second step we have dropped the second order term (t —s)2(V fr_s(z;7)) fr—s(xi") and

approximated (t — s)g(T — t)2V In ¢S (x;7) to first order by (t — s)g(T — )?V In g/~ (z;"). Observe
now that for s = ¢ — ¢h, the update rule of (11) is the same as the update rule of (6).



Degradation operator. The remainder of the derivation proceeds along similar lines to the
previous section. Given noise vector v € R?, define the degradation operator Dz’t(-) by

DI (x) 2z + fo(@)(t —s) +g(s)VE—s-7. (12)

This operator simply runs an Euler-Maruyama discretization of the forward process, starting at
time s, for time t — s, with the noise taken to be ~.

Starting from z and degrading it along the forward process from T — ¢ — £h to time T — t, we
would end up with D%—t—@h—ﬁ—t(z) =z+4+Llh fr_opn(2) +9(T —t — Kh)\/E -~ for some Gaussian
noise v ~ N (0,Id). As before, we instead take v to be the simulated noise needed to degrade z
into x7~, which in this case is given by the solution to

x5 =2+ Lh fr_in(z) + g(T —t — Lh)VIh - v.

To produce the next iterate a;éjrh of the reverse process, we use 7 to degrade z from time T —t — (h
to T'—t — h. The result is given by

— 2 —LCh fr——m(2)
g( —t — th)Vh

x;_h =z+ (6 — 1)h fT_t_gh(Z) + g(T —t— Ul) (@ 1)h

+ (0 = Dhfr_i(zi) + /1 —=1/0-thg(T — t)*V Ingp_¢(zi) (13)
= af = hfra(e) + th (1= VT=172) - (T = )V Ingr—(af). (14)

where in the second step we approximated fr_;_gn(z) by fr—i(x; ) and dropped o(¢h) terms as we
are assuming ¢h — 0. Finally as ¢ — oo, the right-hand side converges to z;~ — h {fr—«(z;") —
$9(T —1)>V Ingr—y(z;)}, which recovers the Euler discretization of the probability flow ODE. We
note that this final step is the only place that requires taking ¢ — oo. Finally, as we take h — 0,
the above recovers the probability flow ODE (3).

We give a more formal description of the sampling algorithm that this operational interpretation
suggests at the beginning of Section 4, where we give the main findings of our non-asymptotic
analysis of this sampler.

3.3 Extensions to other samplers

The operational interpretation that we developed to extend DDIM to non-linear forward processes
can be adapted in a relatively straightforward way to describe more general samplers. For example,
in Equation (2), we defined a more general family of reverse processes, each of which has the correct
marginal law at time ¢. These can easily be described by a similar operational interpretation.

Specifically, consider the following process (fgh)ke{o,...,T/h}' Given iterate f?h, the preceding
iterate :ff‘k_l) ;, is defined as follows:

Fhe—iyn = Dlh—pposeryn(2)s - for 2 = Rinse—on (@) (15)
32 1
e —
YENY T (16)

Y Dk () = T v~ N(0,1d).

Note that we use the same restoration operator as before to arrive to z, which we then use to
estimate the noise . The critical change to the framework is that now, to corrupt from z to x;,,



instead of just using the estimated noise, we use a linear combination of the estimated noise, v and
fresh noise v.

The parameter A\ here controls how close the update rule is to the deterministic sampler. Triv-
ially, for A = 0, we have a fully deterministic sampler, as before. For A = 1, the sampler becomes
the reverse SDE sampler of [SSDK'20]. The coefficients have been chosen such that if v were
actually a draw from N (0,1d) instead of simulated noise, then 7 would likewise be a draw from
N(0,1d).

Note that

Ty = 2+ (€= Dh fon(2) + g((k = OR) /T = Dh o
~ 2+ (= Dh fun(@h) + g(kh)V/ (€= Do (17)
where in the second step we approximated f,_p(2) and g((k—£)h) by fir(Z7y,) and g(kh), dropping
o(h) terms. By (16) and the definition of the estimated noise v in (20), we have
A2 xkh—z—ﬁhfkg (2) 1 N2 T — thkh() 1
T TV V. il e Ry S = £

where we approximated f(y_gn(2) and g((k — £)h) by frn(z) by g(kh). Substituting this into (17)
and recalling the definition of z in (15), we have

Ele_1yn & Ty, — b frn(@y) + Lhg(kh)*V In qkh(wkh)

- \/1 - % : \/ e— - (kh)2V In g (F3,) + AWhg(kh)? v

= B @) — 5 529 g () + W k)

and in the last step we used that

2
hm€ 1—\/1—— \/1— 1+)\
f—l 2

4 Discretization Analysis

In what follows, we provide a non-asymptotic convergence analysis for DDIM-type samplers as
captured by Eq. (14). In Section 4.1 we formally define the sampler in question. Then in Section 4.2
we state our main results, which to the best of our knowledge constitute the first convergence
analysis for deterministic sampling with diffusion models. In Section 4.3 we give a proof overview,
deferring most of the technical details to Appendices B, C, and D.

4.1 DDIM-type sampler

Motivated by the discussion in Section 3.2, our analysis will focus on the process (Txn)refo,...7/h}
defined backwards in time as follows. The iterate Zr is sampled from ¢§~. Given iterate Ty, the
preceding iterate Z(;_1), is defined as follows:

T(k—1)h = DZk_g)h_}(k_l)h(Z)a for z £ Ryp_y(—oyn(Ten) and 7 : D?k_g)_,kh(z) =Zrn, (18)

where R and D were defined in (7) and (12) respectively. As z is the result of restoring the current
iterate Ty, we have

2 = Ty, — Lh frn(@en) + Lh g(kh)*V In g (Tip).- (19)



The next iterate T(;_1y, is given by degrading z for time (£ —1)h, with the noise vector taken to be
the simulated noise . More precisely  is the noise vector that one could have used to degrade z

for time £h to obtain Zyp. As «y is the solution to ng_ Oh _}kh(z) = Zp, an equivalent formulation
is via

_ Ten — 2 = th fgnn(2)
g((k —ORVeh

Note that (18) is not well-defined when k& < ¢; in this case, we take the update according to the
Euler-Maruyama discretization:

(20)

~ ~ ~ 1 ~ .
T(p—1yn = Tkn — h(fen(Trn) — §g(/<;h)2V1n aen(Trn)) ik < L.

It will be convenient to denote
~ A~
Trh = TT—kh

in the sequel.

4.2 Statement of results
We make the following mild assumptions on the forward process (x;) and the data distribution:

Assumption 1. For all £ > 0, the following holds for parameters L., Ly, L., Lsc ¢, R, gmax, 3, M >
1,c> 0:

1. fi(x) is Ly4-Lipschitz in ¢ and L y..-Lipschitz in .
2. g%(t) is L,-Lipschitz in ¢.
3. £ (0)] < R.

4. g(t) < Ymax-

5. VIng{ (x) is Lec-Lipschitz in = and satisfies

q c
|V In q%(w)\\ < Bt — s+ ||zl + Vg™ (@)]])

s

for all s > 0. Denote sup;>q Lsc,t by Lsc -
6. Vfi(x) and VZIng are Liigh-Lipschitz in operator norm.

Remark 1. We note that the first four Parts of Assumption 1, as well as the first half of Part 6,
are quite mild and are satisfied by any reasonable choice of forward process. For instance, for the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process dx; = —x; dt + /2dW;, we can take Lyt =0,Ly =1,Ly; = 0,R =
0, gmax = V2, and Vfi(x) = —Id for all = is thus clearly Lipschitz in operator norm. Part 5
ensures that the score functions V1n g~ do not change much when perturbed in space or time. The
former is a standard assumption in the literature on discretization bounds for score-based generative
modeling [BMR22, CCL" 22, LLT22a, LLT22b, CLL22], and the latter holds for reasonable choices
of forward process. For instance, for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, we can take ¢ = 1/2 and
B =0O(LscxVd) (see e.g. Lemma C.12 from [LLT22a)).

The main distinction between Assumption 1 and the assumptions made in previous analyses for
score-based generative models is the second half of Part 6 where we assume higher-order smoothness
of ¢ . As we will see in Section C, this is essential to our analysis because third-order derivatives of



In ¢f~ naturally arise when one computes the time derivative of the Fisher information as described
in Section 4.3. As discussed in that section, the need to compute such time derivatives is unique to
the ODE setting, justifying why such an assumption was not needed in prior analysis of stochastic
samplers.

Under these conditions, we show that our discretization procedure approximates the true reverse
process to prescribed error e provided ¢ and (¢h)~! are larger than some quantities which are
polynomially bounded in 1/e and all parameters from Assumption 1:

Theorem 4.1. Let € > 0. Let p denote the law of the process (T;,) at time T. Suppose Assump-
tion 1 holds and define

T T
A= exp < / (L + GmaxLsc,t) dt) and A" £ exp < / (L + Gonax Lsc,[t/n]n) dt) - (21)
0 0

Then there exist quantities €1 and €3 which are polynomially bounded in Ly, L.y, Ly, R, gmax, 3,
Lscxs Lhigh, A, N, d, E||z§7||2, and 1/ such that KL (p)|q) < & provided £ > &1 and (h < &',

Remark 2. We briefly remark on the quantities A, A" appearing in the above theorem. We typically
think of L.y and gmax as of constant order, so A and A’ scale polynomially with exp(fOT Lec ¢ dt) and

eXp(fOT L 1t/nn dt). While this scales exponentially in T, the exponential convergence of reasonable
forward processes like Ornstein-Uhlenbeck means we should think of T as scaling logarithmically
in d/e. And while naively one might suspect that A, A" scale exponentially with Lec ., we show in
Ezxample 1 in Appendiz C that these quantities actually scale polynomially in d and other parameters
like Lsc s, e.g. when the data distribution is Gaussian. Altogether, this suggests that our non-
asymptotic guarantees are of polynomial complexity in all relevant parameters from Assumption 1.

In practice, the process (Z}; ) would be initialized at the stationary measure ¢* of the forward process
(after some suitable re-scaling), rather than at ¢§~. As observed in [LLT22a, CCL"22, LLT22b], the
KL divergence between the final iterate of the process under the alternative initialization Z§~ ~ ¢*
and the final iterate under the initialization z§ ~ ¢§ is at most the KL divergence between the
initial iterates of these two processes. But by stationarity of ¢*, the latter KL is equivalent to the
KL between the stationary measure of the forward process and the the law of the forward process
at time 7. This KL is typically exponentially small in T, e.g. when the forward process is an
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. By passing from KL to total variation via Pinsker’s inequality and
applying triangle inequality, we conclude that the total variation between 7 under this alternative
initialization and the data distribution ¢ is at most the sum of the error bound in Theorem 4.1 plus
the distance between gp and the stationary distribution. Formally, we obtain the following:

Corollary 4.2. Let ¢ > 0. Let fy(z) = —x and g(t) = /2, so that the forward process in (1)
corresponds to the standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. Define the process (Tgp) to be the process
given by the same updates as in (18) but with Tr sampled from N(0,1d) instead of ¢~ . Let p denote
the law of To. Suppose V?Ingq™ is Ligh-Lipschitz in operator norm, and define

T T
A2 exp </ L s dt> and N £ exp </ Ly |t/nn dt) .
0 0

Then there exist quantities €1 and €3 which are polynomially bounded in d, Lsc «, Lnigh, A, A', and
1/e such that

TV(p,q) < e+ KL (q|N(0,1d)) exp(—T)
provided £ > €1 and Ch < 62_1.



4.3 Proof overview

Our discretization analysis is an interpolation-style argument, similar to the kind used in the log-
concave sampling literature [VW19, CELT21, WY22] as well as some recent analyses of score-based
generative modeling [LLT22a, LLT22b, CLL22]. Here we describe the setup for this argument and
highlight the key technical differences that manifest when analyzing ODEs rather than SDEs.

We begin with a generic setting where we are given two stochastic processes (yt)te[oﬂ and
(yt)tejo,7) as follows. The process (y;) is given by an arbitrary ODE

dys = pe(ye) dt . (22)

We will ultimately take p; to be —fT_t+%g(T—t)2V In g7, so that (22) is the probability flow ODE
associated to the forward process in (1). The process (y;) is given by first taking a discrete-time
approximation to (), e.g. via the update rules

Yer)n = Ykn T b e (Ykn)

for all integers k = 0,1,...,T/h. We will ultimately take p), to be — fr_p,+ %g(T—kzh)2V Inqr_pn
plus error terms coming from the approximations in (13) and from taking ¢ — oo (see Appendix B
for the explicit form for these error terms).

Then to get y; for all real values ¢ € [0,7T], we consider a linear interpolation of these iterates:
if k = [t/h], then we define y; = ygp + (t — kh)ph), (yrn). We write this as

dy; = pen(Yrn) dt -

Provided these processes are both initialized at the same distribution, that is, yo,y, ~ 7 for
some probability measure 7 over R?, then we would like to control the statistical distance between
the marginal distributions on y; and on y; as a function of . Denoting these distributions by 7; and
7y respectively, we prove the following generic bound which is the technical core of our work. First,
we make the following assumptions about the two processes. When we specialize these processes
to (z;) and (Z; ), these assumptions will follow from Assumption 1:

Assumption 2. For all 0 <t < T, there are parameters Ly, L}, M > 1 and ¢; > 0 such that:
1. VInm; and py are Li-Lipschitz.
2. Vyuy is M-Lipschitz in operator norm.
.y is Lj-Lipschitz.

3
A Elll (i) — o Win) 171 < G2
5. h<1/2L} forall 0 <t <T.

We briefly interpret these assumptions in the context of our eventual application to bounding the
error of our discretization procedure. There, Conditions 1 and 2 apply to the true continuous
process. The former is an immediate consequence of our (standard) assumption on the second-
order smoothness of the marginals of the true process. The latter is an immediate consequence of
our assumption on the third-order smoothness, which is stronger than what is needed for analyses
of the reverse SDE but is likely necessary for our analysis of the reverse ODE.

Conditions 3 and 4 are properties that we will eventually establish for our discretization proce-
dure (see Section D). Roughly, they stipulate that the drift term in the discretized probability flow
ODE is Lipschitz and close on average to the drift of the true ODE.
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Lastly, Condition 5 simply corresponds to a constraint on the step size of our discretization
procedure.
For convenience, we will also define the quantities

T T T
LémtaXLt, L'émtaxL;, C2é/0 ¢2 dt, Aéexp(/0 Ltdt), A'éexp(/o L;dt). (23)

The main result of this section is a bound on the KL divergence between 7/, and 7p:

Theorem 4.3.
KL (7T/T||7TT) < AO(I)L/1/2<2 + (AO(I) +A’O(1))(L61/2d1/2 +MdT1/2)§T1/2.

The main ingredient in proving this is to bound the time derivative of KL (7}||m;) uniformly
across t € [0, 7], from which a bound on KL (r}|7;) follows by integrating.

One can explicitly compute this time derivative by appealing to the time derivatives of the
densities of 7}, 7, given by the Fokker-Planck equations for the two processes:

8t7'('t = —diV(ﬂ't . /Lt),

Oymy = —div(my - fitkn)

for firn(z) = E[u)y,(vhy,) | v, = z]. Here iz, is the expectation over the drift at time kh
conditioned on the position at the future time t. A calculation (see Lemma C.4) then reveals that

/

Ty~
QKL (m||me) = /7T£<V In W_i"ut’kh — [ (24)

Thus far, these are all standard steps. Here however, our analysis departs from usual applications
of the interpolation method. Indeed, if the ODEs driving y; and y; were SDEs equipped with an
additional Brownian motion term, then (24) would come with an additional negative term given
by a multiple of the Fisher information between 7, and ;. In equations, this means that in lieu
of (24), we would have

,n_l

/
—~ m
oKL (wllm) = [ 7V 0 2 g — o) = € [ w7 22 (25)
for some C' > 0 depending on the amount of Brownian motion. The advantage of the Fisher
information term in (25) is that we can apply Young’s inequality to conveniently upper bound the
above by a multiple of

/ ! ek — el (26)

and avoid having to deal with V In :—i altogether. Roughly speaking, the quantity (26) corresponds
to the expected squared difference between the drift of the discrete process at time kh versus the
drift of the continuous process at time ¢. This is small provided the former process doesn’t move
around too much between times kh and t, and provided the drifts 41, and p, are sufficiently close
on average. We verify in Section D that both of these conditions are satisfied by the probability
flow ODE.

The situation is trickier in the ODE setting. To handle (24), we instead apply Cauchy-Schwarz

to get
o 1/2 1/2
ok (wilm) < ([ wIvmZ02) ([ i - )
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after which the main technical obstacle is to ensure the first term on the right-hand side, again
corresponding to the Fisher information between 7, and 7, does not explode with ¢. In Lemmas C.5
and C.7, we show how to bound the time derivative of this quantity polynomially in various problem-
specific parameters like dimension and smoothness of p;. Altogether, this leads to the following
bounds. We defer the technical details to the supplement and provide a brief proof sketch of how
to control the time derivatives of these quantities:

Lemma 4.4 (See Lemmas C.5 and C.7). For all0 <t <T,

B IV Inmf|?] < AW (Lod + M2d?t)
E[IIVInm %) < A°D(Ljd + M2d*t + L'¢?)

Proof sketch. When computing 9 [ m}||VIn7}||?, one term that shows up is d;Inmj. Using the
Fokker-Planck equation for 7, we can derive an expression for 9, In} (see Proposition C.6). This
and a calculation with integration by parts reveals that

o / |V Il = 2 / 7 (Vi B, Vo) + (V)T (Vi) (V In )
< sup| Vit in(@)lop / IV a2 + / [V div iy

where in the last step we used Young’s inequality. Lipschitzness of i allows us to bound sup|| Vit kh |lop,
and higher-order smoothness of 1 allows us to bound ||Vdivji xp]|- O

This is the only part of the analysis where third-order derivatives appear and where Part 6 of
Assumption 1, which corresponds to Part 2 of Assumption 2, comes into play. One subtlety in the
argument above is deducing smoothness of fi;x, a complicated-looking conditional expectation,
from smoothness of the true drift pu;. To connect the two, we exploit the fact that for step size h
sufficiently small, the discrete-time process is invertible (Lemma C.2) so that fi; i, can be expressed
as fiy;, composed with a deterministic function.

Altogether, the bound on the Fisher information which is implied by Lemma 4.4 allows us, as in
the SDE case, to reduce controlling 9;KL (7}||7;) to controlling the difference in drifts as captured
by Eq. (26), which we then carry out in Appendix D.

5 Related Work

There has been great recent progress on diffusion models including recently outperforming other
deep generative models such as Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [DN21, SSDK 20, DDDD22,
KSST22]. Applications range from protein generation [AA22, TYT"22, SDH22, CSJ"22], med-
ical imaging [JAD21, AJD"22], 3-D data [PJBM22] and many more, e.g. see [YZST22] for a
comprehensive survey.

Non-asymptotic analysis of stochastic samplers, [BMR22, DBTHD21, DB22, LWYL22, LLT22a,
Pid22, LLT22b, CLL22, CCL'22] has drawn upon tools from the rich literature on log-concave
sampling (see [Che22] for a recent survey) to yield convergence guarantees for diffusion models.
These works focus on the setting where the forward process is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, and
the reverse process is given by a stochastic differential equation. Notably, the very recent works of
[CCL*22, LLT22b, CLL22] show under mild assumptions on the data distribution ¢ (e.g. smooth
and bounded second moment) that a suitable discretization of the reverse SDE run for polynomially
many steps generates samples that are close in statistical distance to the data distribution.

12



Prior to our work, no previous non-asymptotic bounds were known for the probability flow
ODE associated to any forward process. Prior non-asymptotic analyses for diffusion models are
insufficient because they either rely on Girsanov’s theorem [CCLT22] or a chain rule-based variant
[CLL22] of the interpolation argument of [VW19], both of which yield vacuous bounds in the
deterministic sampler setting as we now briefly explain.

Informally, Girsanov’s theorem allows one to bound not just the distance between the distribu-
tions over the final iterates of the algorithm but even the distance between the distributions over
the trajectories of the two processes — note that the latter distance upper bounds the former by
the data processing inequality. Stochasticity in every step of the reverse process ensures that even
the latter distance is small. Without stochasticity however, this distance is infinite.

The chain rule-based argument of [CLL22] establishes a similar bound to Girsanov’s; in par-
ticular, when the algorithm and the idealized process are initialized to the same distribution, the
bounds these two arguments give are identical.

Lastly, we remark that [LLT22a] used an interpolation argument without chain rule, but their
analysis, similar to existing analyses of Langevin Monte Carlo in the log-sampling literature [VW19,
CEL™21], exploits the appearance of a certain Fisher information term in the expression for the
time derivative of the KL divergence between the algorithm and the idealized process. As we
explained in Section 4.3, this Fisher information term does not appear for ODEs.

6 Conclusion

In this work we gave an operational interpretation for the probability flow ODE as iterating a two-
step process of restoration via gradient ascent and degradation towards the current iterate. This
perspective also extends to reverse processes with a Brownian motion component. Our operational
interpretation closely aligns with the samplers introduced in [BBC 22, DDT*22] and generalizes the
framework of denoising diffusion implicit models [SME21] to general, non-linear forward processes.

The main technical contribution of our work was a non-asymptotic analysis of the determin-
istic sampler arising from our framework. While previous works [CCL*22, LILT22b, CLL22] gave
non-asymptotic analyses for diffusion models when the underlying reverse process is an SDE, to
our knowledge our analysis is the first of its kind in the ODE setting. Our proof is based on
an interpolation argument, but the key difference with prior applications of this method is that
the deterministic nature of the sampler necessitates controlling the time derivative of the Fisher
information between the algorithm and the true reverse process.

Limitations and future directions. The most obvious area for improvement would be to
sharpen the quantitative dependence on various parameters like dimension and Lipschitz-ness of
the score functions. Intuitively, the absence of Brownian motion in the probability flow ODE should
lead to better dimension dependence compared to using an SDE, but in this work we are only able
to establish an iteration complexity for the deterministic sampler which is some polynomial in d.
Additionally, for convenience in this work we ignore issues of score estimation error. While it should
be possible to use change-of-measure-type arguments like in [WY22] to obtain guarantees when the
score estimation error has sub-Gaussian tails, new ideas are needed to handle merely an Lo bound
on the score estimation error like in [CCL122, LLT22b, CLL22].

We also leave as an open question whether our assumption of higher-order smoothness is really
necessary to obtain non-asymptotic guarantees for the probability flow ODE.

Apart from these technical improvements, we mention some empirical directions to explore.
First, our discretization procedure introduces a number of new hyperparameters that one can try
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tuning to get improved performance in practice. Even for linear diffusions, it would be interesting to
explore the effect of tuning ¢, which under DDIM is currently taken to be (7' —t)/h. In addition, it
seems interesting to explore how parameters of the restoration procedure like the learning rate and
number of steps of gradient ascent, or the use of momentum or higher-order optimization methods
can lead to better samplers. We expect that different restoration procedures can recover other
discretization frameworks, e.g. second-order ones like Heun’s method. Empirically, we expect that
optimizing the learning rate and number of steps can lead to deterministic samplers with smaller
computational overhead and higher sample quality.
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A Tuning the Learning Rate

In this section we justify the choice of learning rate (10) in our gradient ascent interpretation of
the restoration operator by considering the special case where the data distribution ¢ is isotropic
Gaussian and the forward process is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

First, recall the definition of the loss function £, from (8). In general, one step of gradient
ascent with learning rate 7 starting from z;~ gives the iterate

T ANV (@) = o+~

ﬁ(ld_‘_(t_S)VfT—S(xz_))fT—s(ﬂfz_)—I—Vlnq;_(:nz_)). (27)

Now suppose ¢ ~ N(0,0%1d) and furthermore

fi(x) = —ax and g(t) = BV2.

Then ¢~ is given by N(0, (e 202 + %2(1 —e~22t))1d), and the conditional log-likelihood In ¢{~(z |
r{") is quadratic in x and is thus maximized at = for which V/,+ vanishes.
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In this case, (9) simplifies to

1 - 1
~ m(l +a(s—t)(z; —z(1+a(s—1t))) — Ve

Vi
where V[g{"] denotes the variance of ¢~. Setting the right-hand side to zero and solving for = shows
that

L dwal= o g 2
e Vigr—s] + (1 + a(s — t))? Te = (1 +( V]gr—s]

) (t—s)+O0(t—s))a  (28)

is an (approximate) stationary point of Vi
The next iterate (27) after one gradient step simplifies to

n «— n «
xy AVl (v )~ 1) — ————1+als—1t) -als—t) -z — x
Vb ) =~ g (el ) el ) e
Finally, we observe that by taking
nE28%(t—s), (29)
the above simplifies to
26%(t — s) 232
z5 —(1+a(s—t))-a(s—t)z — x5 = <1—|— a—————)-(t—s)+O(|t—s|?) ) =i,
Pttt oletal — e (=g () +0Ut=sP))

which agrees up to second-order terms with (28). Therefore, when the data is Gaussian and the
forward process is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, as t — s — 0 the right choice of 1 to ensure to
first order approximation that a single gradient step takes us from x;~ to the maximizer of the
conditional log-likelihood Ingf (x| zi) is given by (29), which corresponds to (10) in the main
text as claimed.

B Proof Preliminaries

Let h > 0 and ¢ € N be discretization parameters. Define

E1-\/1-1/1= 2—1€ +0(1/0%)

and

P 2
£ = 0¢ 26_0(1/£)

Recall the definition of the process (Zrn)reo,.. r/ny in Eq. (18). Here we rewrite the update rule
in (18) to make clear its similarity to the Euler-Maruyama discretization:

Th—1yn = 2+ (L = Dh fa—pn(z) + g((k = Oh)/ (£ = 1)h -~
. - i B — . Ekh —z—/th f(k—Z)h(Z)
= (1= 08¢p)Tkp + 00z + (L0y — 1)hf(k—f)h(2)

= Tgn + (00 — 1/2) hf(x—oyn(2)
- 55 (gh fkh(%kh) —th g(k;h)2V In qkh(fkh)) .
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Note that d,my, = hg(kh)? (1/2 + €£), so we can further rewrite this as

= Tgn + (00 — 1/2) hf(—pyn(2)
— h(1/2 + L&) (frn(Tin) — g(kh)*V In qp(Tkn))

= Zn — h{ fun(@rn) — %g(kzhﬁVIn arn(Ten)} + Ulglh) (Tkn) + - + U}SL) (),
where the excess terms are given by
o) @) 2 €S on(2) - 1k > 4]
”/(jz) (Tkn) = g(f(k—f)h(z) — fen(Tgn)) - 1k > ]
0@ Fan) 2 hleo(— finFan) + 9(kh)2V In qn (@) ) 11k > €] - -

Note that as £ — oo and h¢ — 0, the excess terms tend to zero and the process (ZTxp) converges
to the one given by the Euler-Maruyama discretization.

In the subsequent sections, we make this quantitative via an interpolation argument. Let
(Zt)o<t<T denote the linear interpolation of the discrete process (Zxn)n—o,... 7/n, and let (Z;~) denote
the time-reversed process ;- = Zr_;. Concretely, for any kh <t < (k + 1)h,

o~ - 1 >
A7; = —{ fr-mn(@n) — 59(T — kh)?V In g5, (75

1 ~ ~
- O @)+ + o, @) (30)

We note that even in the absence of the excess terms above, in which case the above process would
just be the Euler-Maruyama discretization of the probability flow ODE, no existing works gave a
non-asymptotic analysis showing that this discretization converges polynomially to the continuous-
time probability low ODE. Our analysis in the sequel allows us to both control the excess terms
and establish such a non-asymptotic analysis.

C Interpolation Argument

In this section we give general bounds for how the KL divergence between two distributions, one
driven by a discretized ODE and the other by a continuous-time one, changes over time. Throughout
this section, we work with two stochastic processes (yt)te[o,T} and (yé)te[O,T} over R? given by the
ODEs

dyt = p(ye) dt (31)
dyz/f = /’[/;i:h(y;fh) dt, k= U/hjv (32)

where y, y{, ~ m for some probability measure 7 over R<. The process (y}) is equivalent to a linear
interpolation of a discrete-time process where one goes from the k-th iterate y;, to the (k + 1)-st
iterate yék 41y, Via the update

Y1y = Yin + h e (Yrn) -

We let 7,7, denote the law of y,y; respectively. When we eventually apply the estimates
obtained in this section, we will take (y;) to be given by our discretization of the probability flow
ODE, and we will take (y;) to be the true probability flow ODE in continuous time.

The bounds in this section hold under the conditions of Assumption 2, restated here for conve-
nience:
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Assumption 2. For all 0 <t < T, there are parameters Ly, L}, M > 1 and ¢; > 0 such that:
1. VInm, and py are Li-Lipschitz.
2. Vs is M-Lipschitz in operator norm.
3. py is Lj-Lipschitz.
4. Bl () — s, (v I2) < G-
5. h<1/2L} forall 0 <t <T.

For convenience, we also recall the quantities defined in (23):
T T T
Lém?XLt, L'ém?XL;, Aéexp(/ Ltdt), A'éexp(/ L;dt), Czé/ Ctzdt
0 0 0

and restate the main claimed bound on the KL divergence between 7/, and my:
Theorem 4.3.
KL (W%HWT) < AO(l)L/1/2<2 + (AO(l) +A’O(1))(L61/2d1/2 + MdTl/z)ng/Q.

Example 1. Here we work out a simple example showing that when (y;) corresponds to the proba-
bility flow ODE that reverses the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process starting from a Gaussian distribution,
A scales polynomially, rather than exponentially, in d and L'.

Define ;7 for 0 < t < T as the marginal distribution of running the Ornstein- Uhlenbeck process
for time t starting from N (0, %Id) for some large L, and consider the associated reverse ODE

dy: = (y: + VInm(y;)) dt,
where T £ 77, denotes the marginal laws of (Yt)ieo,r)- Concretely, m; is given by N (0, L%Id) for
Ly = (e 2T/ +1 — e 2T=Y)=1 Note that

T
N = exp(/o Lydt) = exp(% In(1 + (e*T — 1)L)).

Because KL (N(0, £1d)[|AV(0,1d)) = g(lnL —1+ 1) <dnL, we must run the forward process for
time T ~ 3 In(dIn L) for 77 to be close to N'(0,1d). In this case, A’ S VdLInL.

We begin by working out the Fokker-Planck equations for () and ().

Proposition C.1. The laws (7}) and (7;) satisfy

8t7'('t = —diV(ﬂ't . ,U,t)

Oy = —div(my - fg kn),

where
fit en () 2 Elpgn (vin) | y1 = 2],

When k is clear from context, we will denote fi; p, by 1i; to ease notation.
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Proof. The Fokker-Planck equation for (m;) is given by
atﬂ't = —diV(ﬂ't . ,U,t)
For the interpolated process (m}), the Fokker-Planck for (m;)gn<¢<(rt1)n conditioned on time kh,
which we will denote by (7T£|kh)kh§t<(k+1)h, is given by
Oy (€) = —dive (1 (%) - er (Yin))- (33)

If II}, denotes the probability measure over o(y; | 0 < ¢t < kh), then if we integrate both sides of
(33) with respect to II},, we get

dy(z) = / diva (T4 | €) - o (V) i (dE)
_ _div, / T | €) - 1 (W) T (4E)

= —div, (m)(z) / o (o) T (€ | ) = )

= —divy(my(z) - Bl (Yin) | vi = 2])
= —divy(m (@) - i gn(2)). O
It turns out that because we are assuming the step size h is sufficiently small in Condition 5 of

Assumption 2, the conditional expectation fi; gy has a simple form. For any k, the ODE dy, =
o (Yop,) dt defines a map Fip_y : RY — RY for any kh < t < (k + 1)k via

Fipst(2) = 2 + (t — k) pg (2)

so that starting at z at time kh and running the ODE to time ¢, we end up at Fyp_(z). When h
is sufficiently small, Fj_,; is invertible:

Lemma C.2. Let h < 1/2L'. Then for any z,2' € RY,
1 3
Sz = 21 < WFnon2) — Bl < Sz = 2. (59

In particular, Fyp_s¢ has a unique, 2-Lipschitz inverse Fy,", : R* — R?, so

Aekn(@) = My (Fpl, (2))- (35)
Furthermore, [y, is O(L})-Lipschitz.

Henceforth, when k, h,t are clear from context, we will refer to the inverse F; k_h1_>t simply as F~1.
Proof. For the first bound, note that
[ Fin—t(2) = Fenoe ()| = |1z = 2"l = (t = kR) |1 (2) — pien (21| = (1 = - L) 12 = 2/,

so the lower bound in (34) follows by the fact that h < 1/2L’. The upper bound follows analogously.
For the second part of the lemma, recall that bi-Lipschitz functions on R¢ are bijective, so
Fin_+ has a unique inverse Fk_hl—n To see why the latter function is 2-Lipschitz, for any 20,26
we can take z = F];L1_>t(z0) and z' = F.,' (z}) in the lower bound of (34) to conclude that
HIFGL (20) = Fglu i (20)] < llzo — 2)|| as desired. Eq. (35) then follows from the fact that the
distribution of y;, conditioned on y; = x is the point mass at F, ]:,L1_>t(:17)
The only part that remains to be verified is Lipschitzness of fi; p,. This follows from the fact

that fi ks, is the composition of a Lj-Lipschitz function with a 2-Lipschitz function. O
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We will also use the following simple consequence of the third-order smoothness of u; (Condition 2
of Assumption 2):

Lemma C.3. For all z,z’ € R%, then
sup||Vdiv || < Md and sup||Vdiv fig k|| < 2Md
Proof. The first bound is immediate from

div g (2) — div (@) = | TV () = T ¥ jua(2!)] < [V pae() — Vpun(a!)er < Mz — 2.

For the second bound, note that
|div ie() — div fie(2")] < |V (F 7 (2)) = Vitjn (FH (@) llop < dM||F~H(z) — F~H(2')|| < 2Md
as claimed. 0

We are now ready to compute the time derivative of the KL divergence between 7, and .

Lemma C.4.

ORL () < G ([ IV nrl = Vi)

Proof. We can compute
/ / / /
KL (7i||me) = /(81;7T1't)lnﬂ —1—/712 Oy In "t = /(atw,i)haE + /W{ O(ms/m1)
Tt uy’ uy’

!
/T
Tt

7'1'152

/ /
= /(agﬂ';) lnﬂ — ﬁ&m

Us: Tt

7T’ y
= —/div(ﬂé k) In ﬂ_—t + / F—t div(my - pe)

t t
N 7 T
- / ! (s Vin ) / (V2 )

7'['/
= /Wg <V In ﬂ__taﬁt,kh - ,Ut>-

t

The lemma then follows by Cauchy-Schwarz, as

/ﬂéHﬁt,kh — wel* = B [l thon (F~ (w1)) = e WOIP] = B [l e (Win) — eI’ < 2. O

We need to control the Fisher information [ m}||VInm, — VInm||? in Lemma C.4. To do this, we
will bound the time derivatives of [ 7|V In||? and [ ||V Inm||? in Lemmas C.5 and C.7 below
and apply triangle inequality.

Lemma C.5.
at/wguvmmy? <L /wguvmwg\\? + M?d?

In particular, by Grénwall’s inequality, for any 0 <t < T we have

/ AV In 2 < AOD(Lhd + M) (36)
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Proof. We have

o / IV | = — / div(r!, - )|V In )| + / T,V 2
= 2/712((,1715, (V2Inm,)Vinm,) + (0, VInn, Vin))
:2/wg(mt,(v?lmg)wmg+<V(—divﬁt— (Vo) fie)), Vin)), (37)

where in the last step we used the first part of Proposition C.6 below. Note that we can write the
latter term in the parentheses in (37) as

(=Vdiv iy — (V2 Ina)) iy — (Vi) Ving, Vi),

Of these three terms, the second one exactly cancels with the first term in (37). Putting everything
together, we get

8t/7TQHVln7T£H2 = —2/772((Vdivﬁt,V1n7T£> + (Vinm) (Vi) (Vinm))
< sup|[ Vit lop / |V | + / Vv P,

where in the last step we used Young’s inequality. The first part of the lemma follows by Lemmas C.2
and C.3. For the second part, Gronwall’s inequality tells us that

B, [V Inm)|?] < A’O(l)(/WHV1n7rH2 + M22%).
We conclude by noting that
/w\|Vln7r||2 = —/7TA1H7T < Lyd (38)

by integration by parts and Condition 1 of Assumption 2. O

We remark that Lemma C.5 is tight as h — 0 when the marginals {77-_, };c[o,7] are given by running
the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process starting with a spherical Gaussian distribution.
In the above proof, we needed the following calculation:

Proposition C.6.

O Inmy = —div fig kn, — (V In 7wy, fg on)
OInmy = —div py — (VInmy, py).

Next, we carry out a calculation analogous to Lemma C.5 to bound the time derivative of E/[||V Inm [12]:

Lemma C.7.
at/wguvmth? < L /wguwth? + M?d? + L¢P

In particular, by Gréonwall’s inequality, for any 0 <t < T we have

Eq [V Inm|?] S ACD(Lid + M*d*t + L'¢?) (39)
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Proof. We have

at/wguvmmu? = —/div(w;-ﬁt)uvmmu? +/w;at|yv1nmu2

z/wg(@t, (V2 Inm)V Inm) + (0, Inm, Vln )

= 2/7?2((,1715, (V2 Inm)Vinm) + (V(=div e — (Vinm, ), Vinm)), (40)

where in the last step we used the second part of Proposition C.6. Note that we can write the latter
term in the parentheses in (40) as

(=Vdiv py — (V2In ) pe — (Vpg)VIn g, Vin ).

Of these three terms, the second one nearly cancels with the first term in (40). Putting everything
together, we get the inequality

Z?t/ﬂftHVlanQ = —2/772((Vdiv,ut,Vln7rt> + (VIIl?Tt)T(V,U,t)(VIHﬂ't)
+ (e — i) (V2 Inm)Vin )

SsuplVillon [ IV 4 [ 7 Vediv gl
1/2 N2
+25up| Vo [ w9 nml?) ([ il — )

5@/ﬂmeW+/ﬂwwWW+@/mW—mw

where in the penultimate and final steps we used Young’s inequality, and in the final step we used
Condition 1 of Assumption 2. The first part of the lemma follows by Lemmas C.2 and Condition 4
of Assumption 2. The second part of the lemma follows by Gronwall’s inequality and (38). O

We can now combine Lemmas C.4, C.5, and C.7 to prove Theorem 4.3:

Proof of Theorem /.3. By triangle inequality and Egs. (36) and (39),
(/ ||V Inm, — Vinm|2) /2 < (AP 4 AOOY LI 2d 2 4 Mdt'/?) + AOD L3¢,
so integrating the bound in Lemma C.4 over t € [0,T], we get
KL (wp[lwr) S (ACW 4+ AOWY (Lo /2aV/2 4 MdT/?) /0 ' Codt + AODLN/2¢2

We conclude by bounding fOT G dt < ¢T/? by Cauchy-Schwarz. O
Finally, we record a norm bound which will be useful in the sequel:
Lemma C.8. For any 0 <t <T and any c > 0,
O Elyyl” < Ellmionll® + Elly Il -
Proof. Recall that y; =y, + (t — kh) p)p, ()5 SO
Ellyl? = Ellypnll® + (¢ = k) Bll i, (win) I + 206 — kR) EYpns 11, (vhr)) -
Differentiating with respect to t, we get

KHEyill* = 2(t — k) E| e, Wia) II” + 2E Wi e Wien)) = 2E W5 er, W)

so the lemma follows by Young’s inequality. O
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D Bounding the Difference in Drifts

We wish to apply Theorem 4.3 with (y;) and (y;) given by (z;") and (Z; ) defined in Egs. (3)
and (30). For these processes, the drifts (ugy) and (u;) in Egs. (31) and (32) are given by

pu(e) & ~fr (@) + 3o(T ~ PV g (2)

ia2) £ ~Fron(@) + 50T~ KV Ingia(e) = 3 (o (@) + 4o @), ()

and both processes are initialized at the distribution © = ¢p. In general, the marginal laws () of
the former process are given by (¢; ). We will denote the marginal laws (7;) of the latter process

by (pt)-

D.1 Smoothness of drift

We now verify the first three parts of Assumption 2.
Lemma D.1. Part 1 of Assumption 2 holds with

Ly = @(Lf;x + gi-lastc,t) .

Proof. By Part 5 of Assumption 1, VIn g~ is Lec-Lipschitz. As p; is the sum of an L ,,-Lipschitz
function and a % 92 ax Lsc-Lipschitz function, the claim follows. O

Lemma D.2. Part 2 of Assumption 2 holds with
M £ (1+ gitase/2) Lhigh = ©(Gma Liigh) -

Proof. By Part 6 of Assumption 1, Vi is the sum of a Lpigy-Lipschitz function and a grznathigh /2-
Lipschitz function. U

Lemma D.3. The restoration operator Ryp_,x—en i O(1)-Lipschitz for all integers £ <k < T/h.

Proof. For any z,x’, we have

| Rich— (k-0 () = R o—oyp ()| <l = 2"|| + LR || frn(z) — frn(2")]
+ h g(kh)? |V In g () — VIn g (2') |
< (14 hL gy + Chghax Lscyon) Iz — 2'|| S lw — 2| O

Lemma D.4. 3 (v + - +3) is O(Lfx + g2axLsc kn)-Lipschitz.

Proof. By Lemma D.3, fi_pn(2) = f—o)n(Rrh—k—en)(Tjy,) is a composition of an Ly,,-Lipschitz
function with an O(1)-Lipschitz function in z,, so %vl is O(l&Ly.x)-Lipschitz. Similarly, %vg
is the difference between an O(L s )-Lipschitz function and an Ly, /2-Lipschitz function in zj;,
so it is O(L.)-Lipschitz. Finally, %’Ug is the sum of an (§ Ly, < Ly.,-Lipschitz function and a
gﬁlaXLsc,kh—Lipschitz function, so it is (Lfx + gﬁlaXLsc,kh—Lipschitz. O

Lemma D.5. i, as defined in (41) is O(Ly.x + gfnaXLscvkh)—Lipschitz. In particular, Part 3 of
Assumption 2 holds with
Ly 2 O(Lfix + GmascLsc k1)

for all kh <t < (k+ 1)h.

Proof. Note that fr_gs(-) — 2g(T — kh)*VIng; () is O(Lfx + g2 ax Lsc kn)-Lipschitz, so the claim
follows by Lemma D.4. O
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D.2 Distance between drifts

The bulk of our discretization analysis is devoted to verifying Part 4 of Assumption 2. For conve-

nience, we will denote vé}lkh(z), ... ,Ug’lkh(z) by v1,...,v3. Henceforth, assume that
h < min((RLf;xﬁ)_l, (gr2IlaXL5C7*)_1) (42)

For any kh <t < (k+ 1)h, we have

Ellpwe (@) — wien @) I1? S Ellfr—e(@) — fr—in(@im)|1?

+E|g(T — )*Ving (z;7) — g(T — kh)*V In g5, (T, ||

+ g Ellor ] + - Ellos ). (13)
We first bound the excess terms vq,...,v3. We focus on the case T'— kh > (h, as otherwise
v1 = vy = vg = 0 by definition.
Lemma D.6.
Bl Pt ol S0 max BV I )|+ e
for

e1 2 exp(O(L}T)) (072 + h° L}, Gmax
g2 2 exp(O(L}, 1)) (0% + C*h° L3, ) (EB||Z§ || + R* + (*h*L7,,) .
Proof. Recall that
vy = L&eh fr_g—oyn(2),

so we have

Ello1||* = &P Bl fr—g—on(2)|”
SR B fr—g—opn @E)II° + LELEll2 — 255 17)
SR (L BIZG 1P + R? + L3, Ellz — Z5,017) - (44)

Recall that h
V2 = §(fT—(k—é’)h(Z) = Frn(@in))

so we have
2 h? (12
Elloall” = 7 El fr—e—on(2) = fr—wn (@)
SPAHCh Ly + Lo |z — T3 )1%) - (45)

Recall that
vg = h@ff(_fT—kh@zc_h) +9(T = kh)*VIn qE;Jrf)h(@_h)) ’

so we have

Elvs||* = h**¢} Bl ~ fr—n(@is) + 9(T — kh)*V In g5, (T5) 1
S PR (R + L7y BT + gmax EIIV In g (F5) %) (46)

26



Combining Egs. (44), (45), and (46) we get

1

Bl + -+ losl*) S (CR2 LY + €7 R?) 4+ €72 0o BV In g (i) 1

+HL2LELET |7 + LEGEllz — T2 (47)
Recall from (19) that
2= Tgn — Lh (fen(@rn) — 9(T — kh)*V In g, (Txn))
S0

Iz — Z5 |17 < C2h*(1+ €2h2L2;x) I fr—in @) |I* + R g ||V In giy, (Z555) |
S CR (L7, |Z 17 + R?) + R gy IV In g (Z5) 117, (48)

where in the second step we used (42). Substituting this into (47) and using Lemma C.8 below to
bound E||Z}; ||?, we obtain the desired bound. O

Lemma D.7. For any integer 0 < k < T/h and any kh <t < (k+ 1)h,

Ellpe(@) — i @5) 1> S €0 e /h}EHVIn @i @) |I” + €5
for
eh £ a1+ hPLE + ghax (W LYo + WP gmax Lo« 4 Gmax3°0°) - exp(O(L7,T)) (49)
gy £ &3 + g 870 + (E|ZF || + R* + °h°LY.,)
X (W* L} o+ WG Lsc,» + Gmax B707€) - exp(O(L7,T)) - (50)

In particular, for any § > 0, if

0267 (g2 + R+ LhLpy + Ellzf||?) - exp(O(LF.,T))
h < min{poly(Lg, Ly, R, gmax: Lsc,er Lo Bl [2) 7071612, (5/(ghax82)) 7%} - exp(O(LF,T))
(51)
then €),¢el, <.

Proof. We can bound the first term on the right-hand side of (43) using Lipschitzness of f in time
and space:
Ell fr-in(@) — fr—e@O)I? S L ElFk, — 71 17 + h°L,

For the second term on the right-hand side of (43), we can use Lipschitzness of 92 and the score:
Ellg(T - t)* VIng{ (%) — (T — kh)* V In g, (753, ||

~ q ~
< WLy E|V In g, (F5)1° + g(T — ) E[VIn M(flﬁ)ll2 +9(T =)' L E| T — 7|
ay

S (RLy + g(T — ) B2h%) E||V In g, (T4, |12
+g(T — 1) B°R* E[|Z5,,|1° + 9(T — t)* 82h* + g(T )4chtEkah — |
S (RPL2 + a3 E|V In gy, (257, |12
+ Imax B D BIZ4 ) + Imax BB + G Lo BIF: — 11
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Substituting the above bounds into (43), we get that
E|lue (@) = pin @) I
S (Lo + GmaxLic ) ENTG — T 17 + (h° LG + gimax8217°) BNV In g, (T53) |1
~ 1
+ Ginax B BT + G807 + o5 Ellloall* + -+ + fJos]|).
By applying the bounds for E||Zf; — #; ||> and E||Z{;||? in Lemma D.8 and D.9 and noting that
Lff.x + gfnaXqut < 1/h? by (42), we see that the lemma follows from Lemma D.6 and the definition

of &],¢} in Egs. (49), (50). Note that in the assumed bounds on ¢, h in the lemma statement, we
substituted E||x§||? for E||Z§||?; this is because these two quantities are identical. O

D.3 Movement and norm bounds
Lemma D.8. For any integer 0 < k <T/h and any kh <t < (k + 1)h,
E|# — #al2 S 8- exp(O(L3,1)) (EllFoll? + B + (2hL3,

4 (12 2 2
m E[|V1 ) E e .
+ Imax ke{O,lfj.‘.),(T/h} H gy (xt )H + [”Ulu + + ”U?’H ]

Proof. By definition of the interpolated process,

~ ~ ~ 1 ~
Ty =Ty — (t = kh) {fren(@iz) = 59(T = kh)*VIn g () + 7 (01 + - +vg)},

S| =

SO
E||Z{ — Zl* S P2 El fr-rn@ )12 + h° gmax BIV In i, (T 17 + Elljor[* + - - + [lus 7]
The proof is complete upon using Part 1 of Assumption 1 and Lemma D.9 to get

Bl fr ) £ exp(O(L3,) (BRI + B+ WLy + g ma BV g )I)

where we have used that exp(O(L?c;XT)) . Lfc;x = exp(O(L%;XT)). O
Lemma D.9. For all0 <t <T,

B3I S exp(O(L3,T) (BIFS I” + B + PR LY+ ghs | max B[V Ing (@57)I17)

Proof. By Lemma C.8,

~ ~ ~ ~ 1
OEIZ® SEIZTI + Ellfrsn @) + ginax EIVIn g @) 17 + 55 Bllor]* + - + [lvs 1]
SEIFEIP + L2 EBITG + g BIV i (560 12 + Bllz — 65 + B2 + h2L2,
SEIZIP + L EI TGP + gmax EIV In g (@517 + R? + C2h* L,
where in the second step we used (47) and z is defined in (19), and in the third step we used (48)
and the fact that (h < 1 by (42). By Gronwall applied to the interval of times t € [kh, (k + 1)h]
along the reverse process, we find that

E|z5 |1 S exp(O(h)) - (1 + hL3,) E|Z5]1% + h(giax EIIV In g @) |12 + R + (17 L3,))
S exp(cL, ) E|Z5 017 + h exp(O(h)) - (giax EIIV In i (T2 + B? + 2h*L7,)

for all t € [kh,(k + 1)h] for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. In particular, this bound holds for
t = (k + 1)h. Iterating this 7'/h times, we obtain the desired bound. O
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Recall the definition of A, A" in (21).

Lemma D.10. For all integers 0 < k < T/h,
BV 10 g5 (T3 1° S AV (Lo + g Lse. ) + G Lignd®T
+ LoeaT mave Elluo(F) = iungn(E o))
Proof. The proof follows from Lemmas D.1, D.2, D.5, and the bound in Lemma C.7 with ¢, £
E||pue(Z5) — php(T53,)||* and ¢ = fOT ¢?dt < T'max; (2. Note that in the definition of A and A’,
we have a Lfc;x term in the integrand even though there is only an Ly, term in the definition of

L; in Lemma D.1. The reason for this looseness is to absorb the exp(O(L?.XT)) terms that appear
elsewhere in the above analysis. O

D.4 Putting everything together

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let 6 > 0 be a small parameter to be tuned later, and suppose h, ¥ sat-
isfy (51). Then by integrating the bound in Lemma D.7 over 0 < ¢t < T and applying Lemma D.10,
we conclude that

T
¢ = /o Ellpe(F) = 1] yngn Elogngn) I dt

S 07 + 3% (Lot e JAT + (1 + ) LT

T
+ LT [ EN@) = g @) )

Provided that

sC,*

< %A‘O(l)L‘l T,
we can rearrange to conclude that
¢ S 0NN (Lo + Ghnax Lsc)AT + G Liignd*T?).
By Theorem 4.3,
KL (7 llmr) S (AW + NOWY(Lg 22 4 MaT ?) (TY? 4 AOW L1232

We will take § sufficiently small that ¢? < 1, in which case by upper bounding L{ by L', the above
is at most

(Ao(l) + A/O(l))(L/l/2d1/2 + MdT1/2) CT1/2
(ACD 4 NODY (LY + gumax Ll 2) A2 + o LigndT"/?)
% ((LYE + gmaxLal2)d*TY? + g2, LiigndT) 6Y/2T/2

5 (AO(l) + A,O(l)) ((Lf;x + gi’laxLSC,*)dT + gﬁlaxLEighd2T2)5l/2Tl/2

S
S

We take § so that the above is at most the target accuracy . By (51), this can be achieved by
taking h, ¢ satisfying the bounds in the theorem statement. O
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